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Purpose of the Study 
This study was conducted to investigate regular education teachers’ 
attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students into the regular 
education program, and to contribute objective data which may be used to 
reexamine the integration program of handicapped students. 
Subjects 
The subjects used in this study consisted of thirty teachers. They 
taught at Spalding Junior High School, Number Two, in Griffin, Georgia. 
They consisted of nineteen females and eleven males. Their chronological 
ages ranged from 23-58. All had received experience in working with 
handicapped students in their regular classroom activities. 
Research Procedures 
The research procedure employed in this study was as follows: 
1. Securing the permission of the Griffin-Spalding County School 
Authority. 
2. Soliciting the cooperation of the principal and teachers of 
Spalding Junior High School, Number Two. 
3. Identifying those teachers who met the selection criterion. 
4. Administering the Regular Teachers’ Attitude Scale to 
participants. 
5. Collecting copies of the Regular Teachers' Attitude Scale 
from participants immediately upon completion. 
6. Utilizing statistical techniques for the analysis of data. 




Analysis of Data 
The analysis of data collected was computed using the Pearson 
Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient to determine if there existed 
a statistically significant or insignificant correlation between the 
attitudes of the teachers toward the integration of handicapped students 
into the regular education program. To accomplish this, teachers' 
attitudes were sought on the following goals : 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students' handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 
classes had on the academic progress of non-handicapped 
students 
Results/Conclusions 
The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients were found to be 
insignificant resulting in the confirmation of the null hypotheses of the 
teachers' attitudes toward Goals one- and two, Goals one and three, Goals 
one and four, and Goals two and three. However, there were significant 
correlations found resulting in the rejection of the null hypotheses of 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four, and Goals three and 
four. 
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The goals of American education stress the importance of assisting 
each student to develop to his fullest potential. Teachers are instru¬ 
mental in laying the foundation of an educational program when they start 
the student where he is and help him develop and become a contributing 
member of society. 
The American Educational System has neglected handicapped students. 
This neglect has prompted many educators to reexamine the segregated edu¬ 
cational practice of banning handicapped students from schools by such 
strategies as "postponement, exclusion, suspension, and outright denial,"*' 
to the importance of providing an education for handicapped students in 
the mainstream of American education. 
P.L. 94-142, The Education of All Handicapped Children Act, states 
that its purpose is "to assure that all handicapped children have available 
to them, within time periods specified, a free appropriate public educa¬ 
tion and related services designed to meet their unique needs in the least 
restrictive environment." The least restrictive environment for fifty 
percent of America’s handicapped will be the regular classroom. 
Frederick J. Weintraub and Alan Abeson, "New Educational Policies 
for Handicapped: The Quiet Revolution," Public Policy and the Education 
of Handicapped Children, (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 




As the trend toward integrating handicapped students into the 
regular education program progresses, there is a perceptive need to 
address the problem of the attitudes of educators, parents, and peers 
toward handicapped students. Of primary concern are regular education 
teachers, whose attitudes will reject or welcome the handicapped student 
as a person. 
A perceptive search of current educational practices involving handi¬ 
capped students, however, reveals serious shortcomings. The reasons for 
this deficiency are many and varied; however, preeminent are negative 
attitudes associated with regular education teachers' lack of knowledge, 
and skills for working with handicapped students. 
If regular education teachers are not prepared by their own educa¬ 
tion, it may be expected that their appreciation for the need to teach 
handicapped students will be inadequate. 
Martin, writing in the Journal of Exceptional Children, concerns him¬ 
self first, with the question of attitudes, fears, anxieties, and possible 
overt rejection, which may face handicapped students, not just from their 
schoolmates, but from adults in the School.^ 
Zand raises two questions concerning teachers' attitudes toward 
mainstreaming: 
First, will teachers accept the principle of main- 
streaming as a democratic attitude or will they be willing 
to be part of the attitude and resultant process? Second, 
if teachers accept the principle of mainstreaming, do they 
accept it in their classrooms, and for their school building 
or do they agree "in principle" but feel strongly it should 
be for other teachers and other school buildings?^ 
■*-Edwin Martin, "Some Thoughts On Mainstreaming," Exceptional Children, 
41:3 (November 1974), pp. 68-71. 
^Charlene Rooth Zand, "American Attitudes Toward Handicapped Children," 
Mainstreaming: Problems, Potentials, and Perspective, (Minneapolis, 
Minnesota: National Support System, 1977), pp. 45-53. 
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The foundation and development of American attitudes toward handi¬ 
capped children may be traced back as early as the seventeenth century 
with the arrival of the Puritans from England. "The prevailing attitudes 
toward inborn traits as mental retardation and idiocy were silence."'*' 
Handicapped children were seen as "bad omen, drags on society, non¬ 
workers, accursed by the gods, and not worthy of human rights."Mankinds 
attitudes toward the handicapped population can be characterized by over- 
O 
whelming prejudice." 
The early eighteenth century witnessed a shift in American attitudes. 
There was a dramatic change from "the rigid silence of the Puritans to a 
need of providing provisions for the education of handicapped children."^1 
The first schools established, as reported by Kirk and Gallagher, 
were "residential institutions (for the deaf in 1817 and the blind in 
1829) and special classes (for the deaf in 1869 and 1896 for the mentally 
retarded) . 
The federal government's involvement in general education was not 
initiated until the late 1950's with legislation for handicapped children 
not emerging until the 1960's. "One of the first federal laws covering 
John W. Melcher, "Law, Litigation, and Handicapped," Exceptional 
Children, 43:3 (November 1976), pp. 32-35. 
^Frederick J. Weintraub and Alan Abeson, "New Educational Policies for 
the Handicapped: The Quiet Revolution," Public Policy and the Education of 
Exceptional Children, (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 
Children, 1977), pp. 7-9. 
3Ibid. 
^Charlene Roothe Zand, "American Attitudes Toward Handicapped Children," 
Mainstreaming: Problems, Potentials, and Perspectives, (Minneapolis, 
Minnesota: National Support System, 1977), pp. 45-53. 
^Samuel Kirk and James J. Gallagher, "The Historical Attitudes Toward 
the Handicapped Child," Educating Exceptional Children, 3rd ed. (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1972), pp. 5-6. 
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education was the Cooperative Research Act (CRA) inacted in 1954. It 
was designed to foster cooperative research between the federal govern¬ 
ment and institutions of higher education."'*' 
"In 1966, the Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA) was amended to 
o 
provide assistance for the education of handicapped children." 
In spite of the strong negative attitudes displayed through most of 
the nation's history toward handicapped children, the early 1970's 
escalated dramatic changes that brought handicapped children to the atten¬ 
tion of professional people. 
P.L. 94-142, with its unique assumption that all handicapped children 
will be able to benefit from education in the least restrictive environ¬ 
ment, subjected the nation's entire educational system to providing edu¬ 
cational experiences for handicapped students in an environment that will 
no longer isolate them into self-contained or resource programs. 
Similarly, court decisions and an increasing number of laws and regu¬ 
lations have effected changes in the way our education institutions—the 
schools have treated handicapped students. 
As early as 1954, in the Brown v. Board of Education case, "it was 
declared that teaching based on race and socio-economic levels was un¬ 
constitutional and such discrimination created an inequality of educational 
3 
opportunities." 
Again in 1967, in the Hobsen v. Hansen case in Washington, D. C., 
Judge Skelley Wright ruled "that the tracking system (placing youngsters 
ilbid. 
^Ibid. 
^Beverly Liebherr Dexter, "Relevent Court Cases and Special Education," 
Special Education and the Classroom Teacher, (Springfield, Illinois: 
Charles C. Thomas, 1977), pp. 32-34. 
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in classes according to ability grouping) was unconstitutional."1 2 3 Yet 
as recently as 1971, a survey by Franks revealed, "that in eleven Missouri 
School Systems, Afro-American underachievers were placed in classes for 
the retarded while Caucasian underachievers were classified as learning 
disabled. 
One of the more recent cases on record to gain national concern was 
the Diana v. State Board of Education in Northern California: 
In this case, nine Mexican-American public school 
youngsters charged that they were improperly placed in 
classes for the retarded because intelligence tests that 
were used to place them discriminated against them and 
their primary language. The courts futher decreed 
on August 1, 1972, that (1) all children, regardless 
of their exceptionality or handicap, were entitled to 
a public education, (2) any procedure which prevented 
such children from obtaining appropriate educational 
services without a prior hearing and review of place¬ 
ment procedures was a denial of class rights on due 
process and legal protection of the law. 
Such court decisions have indeed effected changes in American atti¬ 
tudes by resolving that handicapped students have the same educational 
rights as other children. The question may be raised: How, then can 
society, its schools and its educators be instrumental in affecting changes 
in the lives of handicapped students? 
Educators must demonstrate respect for individual differences in the 






U. S. Senator Harrison A. Williams (U. S. Congress 1973), in dis¬ 
cussing his own feeling of discomfort when associating with handicapped 
people, realized that during his education he did not attend school with 
handicapped children. He wondered "how, then, as adults we can behave 
positively toward the handicapped. How can persons be asked to employ 
the handicapped and live with the handicapped when they grow up in an edu¬ 
cational system where they are told the handicapped are different and 
that they should be segregated?"’" 
Williams suggested that "if we truly wish to be a society that re- 
2 
spects differences, then the place to start is our schools." 
Educators are in a unique position to provide human connection for 
handicapped students because of the amount of time these students spend 
in school where they are constantly being exposed to the attitudes of the 
school personnel, and peers. The greatest challenge to educators today 
is that of overcoming their fears, axieties, and attitudes that may hinder 
their success in working with handicapped students. Teachers must change 
their attitudes of rejection to acceptance of handicapped students, 
neglectfullness to caring, denial to opportunity, and isolation to inte¬ 
gration of all handicapped students. 
Therefore, this study was conducted to investigate regular education 
teachers' attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students into 
the regular education program for the purpose of contributing objective 
"’"Senator Harrison A. Williams, Public Policy and the Education of 
Exceptional Children, (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 
Children, 1977), p. 12. 
^Ibid. 
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data which may be used to reexamine the integration program of handi^ 
capped students. More specifically, an attempt was made to identify 
the teachers’attitudes toward; 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students’ handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in 
regular classes, had on the academic progress of non¬ 
handicapped students. 
Like other states in the early eighteenth century, Georgia established 
residential schools to provide services for handicapped children, however, 
educational programs in the public schools took longer and came later. 
The Georgia Department of Education in 1951, employed Mamie Jo Jones to 
establish educational programs in the public schools of the state.'*' 
This study was developed through the cooperative effort of the Griffin- 
Spalding County School Authority. Griffin-Spalding County Schools recog¬ 
nized the need for providing services for handicapped children in the 
public schools in 1959, with classes for the physically handicapped. 
Since then, Griffin-Spalding County School system has made positive effort 
to establish alternative staffing patterns to facilitate mainstreaming and 
least restrictive education. 
According to the Griffin-Spalding County School System Comprehensive 
Program Plan, students are integrated into the regular curriculum in areas 
such as Physical Education, Art, Music, or any other area that will benefit 
O 
them academically, socially, or emotionally. 
^History of Georgia Federation Council for Exceptional Children, 
(Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 1976), p. 3. 
^Griffin-Spaldirig Public Schools, Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Comprehensive Program Plan, (Griffin, Georgia: 1978), p. 20. 
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Contribution to Educational Knowledge 
This study will foster better attitudes, increase knowledge, under-~ 
standings and provide a more integrated enrichment program for handicapped 
students. It will also procure valuable information for teachers in their 
quest for a better understanding of the handicapped student and his needs, 
as educators work to establish programs of education and training designed 
to help the handicapped develop to his fullest potential. 
Evolution of the Problem 
This study grew out of an awareness of a need to investigate regular 
education teachers’ attitudes toward the integration of handicapped stu¬ 
dents into the regular education program, and an interest in identifying 
the teachers' attitudes toward: 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students' handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 
classes, had on the academic progress of non-handicapped 
students. 
A number of investigations and attitudinal studies relating to the 
integration movements have suggested that "the general public demonstrated 
negative and stereotyped attitudes toward handicapped children.""'' Re¬ 
search findings also have suggested that "the attitudes of teachers, how- 
2 
ever, may not be different from those of the general public." 
^Stefan J. Harasymiw and Marcia D. Horne, "Teacher Attitudes Toward 
Handicapped Children and Regular Class Integration," Journal of Special 
Education, 10:4 (Winter 1976), pp. 393-399. 
^Ibid. 
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Documentary reports of teachers’ attitudes in the past, reveal 
that "teachers have had a tendency to view handicapped students as 
unteachable and education for them a waste of time."*- 
This tendency is evident when handicapped students are isolated 
from the mainstream of our educational system into self-contained or 
resource room programs. 
The writer's interest in this study will be to contribute objec¬ 
tive data which may be used to reexamine the integration program of 
handicapped students. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem involved in this study is to identify regular teachers' 
attitudes toward: 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students' handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 
classes, had on the academic progress of non-handicapped 
students. 
Hypotheses 
This study will confirm or reject the following hypotheses: 
1. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and two. 
2. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and three. 
3. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and four. 
^Louise M. Bradtke, et al., "Training Institutions and Community-Based 
Educational Staff to Work with Multiply Handicapped Children," Mentally 
Retarded, 10:1 (February 1975), pp. 51-54. 
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4. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and three. 
5. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four. 
6. There is no statistically significant correlation be¬ 
tween the teachers' attitudes toward Goals three and four. 
Statement of the Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to investigate regular education 
teachers' attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students into 
the regular education program, and to contribute objective data which 
may be used to reexamine the integration program of handicapped students. 
Goals of the Research 
1. To determine regular teachers' attitudes toward P.L. 94-142 
of the integrative program. 
2. To find out whether regular education teachers favor place¬ 
ment of handicapped students in regular classes. 
3. To decide how regular education teachers feel toward students' 
handicaps. 
4. To resolve whether regular education teachers feel that in¬ 
tegration of handicapped students in regular classes had 
any effects on the academic■progress of non-handicapped 
students. 
Limitation of the Study 
Although an attempt was made to investigate the attitudes of regular 
education teachers toward the integration of handicapped students into the 
regular education program, this study had the following limitations: 
(1) This study was limited to a survey of thirty teachers at Spalding Jr. 
High School, Number Two, in Griffin, Georgia. (2) The writer found no 
appropriate instrument that could be used to assess the attitudes of the 
regular education teachers, therefore this study is limited to a specific 
11 
instrument developed by the writer to be used to acquire the data needed 
for this study. This instrument was labeled the Regular Teachers’ Atti¬ 
tudes Scale. Perhaps the findings of this study would not apply to all 
regular education teachers. Whether or not the findings would not apply 
to a larger community than Griffin is not certain, and a look at a larger 
school system might be advised before generating from these results. 
Locale of the Study 
This study was conducted at Spalding Jr. High School, Number Two, 
in Griffin, Georgia. Spalding Jr. High School, Number Two is a junior 
high school consisting of only the eighth grade, with an enrollment of 
900 students. The school is located on Georgia Highway 41 in Griffin, 
Georgia. The city of Griffin is located 40 miles south of Atlanta, 
Georgia and 55 miles northwest of Macon, Georgia. Griffin is a modern 
city of 25,000 with a metropolitan population of approximately 40,000. 
Operational Definitions 
The operational definitions used in this study are defined as follows 
1. The term "attitude" as used in this study refers to a 
learned and consistent directional state of readiness 
to respond (habit, predisposition) toward a given class 
of objects, activities and concepts not as they neces¬ 
sarily are but as they are believed to be. 
Operationally, an "attitude" is an expression, by word 
or deed, of one's reaction to or feeling about a person, 
a thing, an idea, or a situation.^ 
Ijohn E. Horrocks, The Psychology of Adolescence, 4th ed. (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1969), pp. 278-279. 
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2. The term "handicapped children or students" as used 
in this study refers to the mentally retarded, hard 
of hearing, deaf, orthopedically impaired, other 
health impaired, visually handicapped, seriously 
emotionally disturbed or children with specific 
learning disabilities who by reason require special 
education and related services.^ 
3. The term "deaf" as used in this study refers to a 
hearing impairment which is so severe that the 
child's hearing is nonfunctional in school. 
4. The term "speech impaired" as used in this study 
refers to a communication disorder, such as 
stuttering, imparied articulation, a language 
impairment, or a voice impairment, which adversely 
affects a child's educational performance. 
5. The term "visually handicapped" as used in this 
study refers to a visual impairment which, after 
correction, adversely affects a child's educational 
performance. This includes "both partially seeing 
and blind children." 
6. The term "serious emotional disturbed" as used in 
this study refers to a condition exhibiting one or 
more of the following characteristics over a long 
period of time and to a marked degree: an inability 
to learn which cannot be explained by intellectual, 
•^-David G. Savage, "Mandated Education—What the Law Says: Definitions," 
Educating All the Handicapped, (Arlington, Virginia: National School 
Public Relations Association, 1977), pp. 11-12. 
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sensory or health factors; an inability to build 
or maintain satisfactory inter-personal relation¬ 
ships with peers and teachers. 
7. The term "special education" as used in this study 
refers to specifically designed instruction, at no 
cost to parents or guardians, to meet the unique 
needs of a handicapped child, including classroom 
instruction, instruction in physical education, 
home instruction and instruction in hospitals and 
institutions.1 
8. The term "P.L. 94-142" as used in this study refers 
to The Education For All Handicapped Act, a legisla¬ 
tion passed by the U. S. Congress and signed into 
law by President Gerald Ford on November 29, 1975. 
The "94" indicated that this law was passed by the 
94th Congress. The "142" indicated that this law 
was the 142nd law passed by that session of 
Congress.^ 
9. The term "integration or mainstreaming" as used in 
this study refers to moving handicapped students 
from their segregated status in special education 
classes and integrating them with ’normal' students 
in regular classrooms.^ 
1Ibid. 
^Joseph Ballard and Jeffrey Zettel, "Public Law 94-142 and Section 
504—What They Say About Rights and Protection," Exceptional Children, 
44:3 (November 1977), pp. 178-179. 
3lbid. , p. 178. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
Introductory Statement 
The literature which appeared to be pertinent to this study and 
which seemed most likely to have any significant contribution to this 
study was reviewed, organized, and presented under the following main 
topics : 
1. Attitudes of Teachers and Other Professionals Toward 
Handicapped Students 
2. Attitudes of Peers Toward Handicapped Students 
3- Attitudes of Parents Toward Their Handicapped Children 
In addition to the main topics, a sub-topic adjective grouping method 
was employed, since it offers a more orderly, direct, and simple method 
of documenting the related literature. The sub-topic adjective grouping 
was outlined as follows: 
A. Acceptance Attitudes 
B. Non-acceptance Attitudes 
C. Acceptance or Non-acceptance of Students' Handicaps 
D. A Linkage Between Labels Assigned to Handicapped 
Students and the Attitudes and Actions of Others 
14 
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Attitudes of Teachers and Other Professionals Toward 
Handicapped Students 
Acceptance Attitudes 
Cantrell and Cantrell reported the effects of mainstreaming on 
first graders in twenty schools in Tennessee. Two elementary experi¬ 
mental schools and two elementary control schools from each of the five 
districts in Tennessee participated in the project. In the experimental 
schools the first grade teachers had trained support teachers working 
with them to solve the problems of any child about whom a teacher was 
concerned. Children referred for help went through a systematic analysis 
of needs, and a specific program planned for them. Children with a 
variety of specific handicaps (intellectual, perceptual, physical, emo¬ 
tional) were included in the program. 
The results of achievement tests given to both sets of schools re¬ 
vealed significant greater achievement gains for the exceptional students 
in the regular program at all levels of intellectual functioning. Those 
results suggested that "mainstreaming at the primary-grade level can be 
effective, at least for mild and borderline handicapped children, if properly 
trained support personnel are available. 
Shotel, Iano and McGettigan studied the attitudes of elementary 
teachers associated with mainstreaming and resource room program. They 
found that at the beginning of the study the elementary teachers expressed 
optimism concerning the retarded child's adjustment. At the end of the 
study, the elementary teachers found retarded children were not achieving 
^Robert P. Cantrell and Mary Lynn Cantrell, "Preventive Mainstreaming: 
Impact of a Supportive Services Program on Pupils," Exceptional Children 
42:1 (April 1976), pp. 381-386. 
16 
academically and were not accepted by other children. The elementary 
teachers were more positive in their attitude toward the learning-dis- 
abled child than emotionally disturbed and retarded child,^ 
Clark described problems encountered by the California School System 
relating to Teacher Attitudes Toward Children with Handicaps as a result 
of that system’s Master Plan for Special Education. 
Clark described the attitudes of the teachers as initially being 
amenable to teaching the handicapped, however, she noted that after 
providing appropriate in-service training for teachers, the feelings of 
uncertainty and insecurity on the part of the teachers diminished. The 
teachers no longer feared failure on their part as to what harm they may 
have on the development of the handicapped if they failed to offer 
optimal instruction. 
Direct experiences of teachers with the handicapped resulted in more 
positive attitudes. It became apparent to many teachers that a child has 
more in common with the population of all children than in common with 
2 
others who share a handicap. 
Guerin and Szatlock studied the■attitudes of administrators and 
teachers toward the integration programs for the mildly retarded. They 
found that, with only one exception, the attitudes were postive. They 
also noted that the behavior of retarded students was essentially similar 
■*"J. Shotel, R. Iano and J. McGettigan, "Teacher Attitudes Associated 
with the Integration of Handicapped Children," Exceptional Children, 38:3 
(May 1972), pp. 677-683. 
^E. Audrey Clark, "Teacher Attitudes Toward Children with Handicaps," 
Mentally Retarded, 10:4 (December 1976), pp. 333-335. 
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to that of regular students. There was also a trend toward sd.milari.ty 
of attitudes among the teachers who worked on the same staff. 
Harasymiw and Horne investigated the effect of a program designed 
to prepare teachers for integration of handicapped students into regular 
class. They found that non-integrated teachers tended to have more 
favorable attitudes; there were no significant differences found between 
the attitudes of male and female, nor were significant relationships 
evidenced between the number of special education courses taken and 
favorable attitudes.2 
Mandell and Strain examined variables that might be associated with 
the attitudes of regular classroom teachers toward mainstreaming mildly 
handicapped children. They found that "the following variables were 
significant predictors of a positive attitude toward mainstreaming: team¬ 
teaching, years of teaching experience, course in diagnosing learning and 
behavior problems, availability of resource teacher, previous special edu¬ 
cation teaching experience, number of courses taken in special education, 
number of students in classroom (25-27), and in-service program experience 
3 
related to exceptional children." 
Mandell and Strain further suggested "that these predictors may be 
used to select those regular educators who are likely candidates for im- 
^Gilbert R. Guerin and Kathleen Szatlocky, "Integration Programs for 
the Mildly Retarded," Exceptional Children, 41:3 (November 1974), pp. 173- 
179. 
^Stefan J. Harasymiw and Marcia D. Horne, "Integration of Handicapped 
Children: Its Effect on Teacher Attitudes," Education, 96:2 (Winter 1975), 
pp. 153-158. 
3Collen J. Mandell and Phillip S. Strain, "An Analysis of Factors 
Related to the Attitudes of Regular Classroom Teachers Toward Main- 
streaming Mildly Handicapped Children," Contemporary Educational Psychology, 
3:2 (April 1978), pp. 154-162. 
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plementing mainstreaming programs and that the school systems can enhance 
their mainstreaming efforts by arranging the integration settings to con¬ 
form with these predictors of positive attitude.'*' 
An attitudinal study reported by Harling, Stern and Cruickshank 
described an extensive program in which modification of teachers' attitudes 
toward exceptional children was attempted. They reported that their "work¬ 
shop" method did effect slight changes in a positive direction with regard 
o 
to teachers' responses to handicapped children. 
Bellizia reported the effects of mainstreaming on perceptual handi¬ 
capped children: 
Results have been beneficial beyond my expectations. 
Children who sat in regular classrooms feeling stupid are 
now happier children who understand their learning problems 
(and themselves) better. Psychologically, the handicapped 
children are benefitting. I think they feel 'special' 
rather than 'dumb'. The individual attention has made 
them feel at home in school, and the stigma of problems 
lessened. 
Bellizia found that when special needs children learn, they are apprecia¬ 
tive and grateful in ways that can reward the teacher for the extra effort 
expended. 
Joslin reported that mainstreaming is working more efficiently than 
anyone dared to expect: 
It had the effort of helping special needs children 
become more comfortably familiar, more acceptably different, 
and more frequently included. They pass in the corridors 
1Ibid. 
%. G. Harling, G. G. Stern and W. M. Cruickshank, Attitudes of 
Educators Toward Exceptional Children, (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse 
University Press, 1968), pp. 4-27. 
^Janet A. Bellizia, "Teachers' Experiences with Mainstreaming in 
Massachusetts," Today's Education, 65:2 (March-April 1976), pp. 25-26. 
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Independently. They communicate with students in 
class, at lunch, in gym, before and after school. 
Joslin found that special children are benefitting socially as well as 
academically. 
McGrath stated the best way for a regular classroom teacher like 
myself to approach the concept of mainstreaming is: 
... to become sensitive to the fact that all students have 
'special needs' of one kind or another. If we teachers 
can see mainstreaming as simply another kind of individuali¬ 
zation, we may approach it with less trepediation. We 
will find that most kids who are mainstreamed do just as 
well if not better than they would have done otherwise, 
especially if the right kinds of support personnel are 
available. We tend to lose sight of the fact that many 
special needs students, some with rather severe perceptual 
or memory problems, are highly motivated and even gifted.^ 
McGrath concluded by saying that "we need to remember that special students 
have probably already been stigmatized during their years in the school 
system. 
Miller and Sabatino evaluated two special education resource service 
models in contrast for their efforts on student achievement and on teacher 
and pupil behavior. Findings indicated that academically, performance 
gains were equivalent for both teacher and consultant and resource models. 
Regular teachers seemingly became effective in delivery instruction to 
special children within their classes as resource teachers were in in¬ 
tensive, 'out of mainstream' classes. This seem to provide tentative 
support for the consultation model. Teacher-pupil interaction was demon- 
-1-Nancy H. Joslin, "Teachers' Experiences with Mainstreaming in 
Massachusetts," Today's Education, 65:2 (March-April 1976), pp. 25-26. 
^Leonard C. McGrath, "Teachers' Experiences with Mainstreaming in 
Massachusetts," Today's Education, 65:2 (March-April 1976), pp. 26-27. 
3Ibid. 
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strated to be more meaningful than achievement data. The authors noted 
that "there were significant increments in several teacher behaviors: 
greater acceptance of feelings, increased praise and encouragement, more 
imparting of information, reduced criticism, increased communication 
with students, which would probably be accepted by most persons as desir¬ 
able attributes of the classroom instructor's behavior."^ 
Non-acceptance Attitudes 
Harasymiw and Horne studied teachers' attitudes toward children and 
regular class integration. They found that "there were negative and stero- 
typed attitudes of the general public toward the disabled, and attitudes 
of teachers were not very different from the general public." They 
suggested that programs to foster positive attitudes on the part of the 
school personnel toward the integrative experience may not be changing 
teachers' basic social distance attitudes, but may only be decreasing 
teacher anxiety about working with disabled children. The authors con¬ 
cluded "that while teachers become more liberal in their opinions and 
assessments of the manageability of the disabled student in the regular 
classroom, their basic attitudes toward disability and occupation groups 
3 
were not changed." 
Two significant studies, e.g., Lapp and Miller, were made to determine 
the social adjustment of slow learning children who were assigned part- 
•^Ted L. Miller and David Sabatino, "An Evaluation of the Teacher 
Consultant Model as an Approach to Mainstreaming," Exceptional Children, 
45:2 (October 1978), pp. 86-91. 
2 
Stefan J. Harasymiw and Marcia D. Horne, "Teacher Attitudes Toward 
Handicapped Children and Regular Class Integration," Journal of Special 
Education, 10:4 (Winter 1976), pp. 393-399. 
3Ibid. 
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time to regular classes. They found that the educable children were 
not actively rejected in regular classes, however, in each of these 
studies educable children were reported less accepted than other 
children. Lapp concluded that "educable children were tolerated, not 
sought out, and tended to be more passive than active in regular classes. 
Miller found that regular class children intended to be "mildly" 
2 
accepting of educable children with average and superior intelligence. 
Silberman interviewed teachers about their classes and asked them 
to nominate those children for whom they felt "attachment," "concern," 
"indifference," or "rejection." Rejected children were those the teachers 
preferred to have removed from their classes. The results of observing 
teacher behavior toward these groups of students indicated that teachers' 
3 
attitudes do affect their behavior. 
Good and Brophy confirmed Silberman's findings and showed that 
teachers avoided contact with rejected students, failed to provide these 
students with a follow-up to their work, and were more critical to them.^ 
In another study, Brophy and Good found that high-achieving students 
■'•E. A. Lapp, "A Study of the Social Adjustment of Slow Learning 
Children Who were Assigned Part-time to Regular Classes," American 
Journal of Mental Deficiency, 62:3 (March 1957), pp. 254-262. 
2R. V. Miller, "Social Status and Socio-emphatic Differences Among 
Mentally Superior, Mentally Typical, and Mentally Retarded Children," 
Exceptional Children, 23:1 (February 1956), pp. 114-119. 
3M. L. Silberman, "Behavior Expression of Teacher Attitudes Toward 
Elementary School Students," Journal of Educational Psychology, 60:8 
(May 1969), pp. 402-407. 
^*T. L. Good and J. E. Brophy, "Behavioral Expression of Teacher 
Attitudes," Journal of Educational Psychology, 63:2 (January 1972), pp. 617- 
624. 
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were praised significantly more often, criticized less, and that 
teachers were more persistent when seeking responses to questions 
from them. That is, the questions were rephrased, while in contrast 
the low achievers were given the answer and another student was called 
upon.l 
Johnson studied the social position of mentally handicapped children 
in the regular grades. He found that retarded students seem to be 
isolated and rejected in sociometric studies in the regular classroom 
even when they are not identified and labeled.^ 
Goodman, Gottlieb, and Harmon found similar results when retarded 
children are identified, labeled, and placed in regular grades under a 
mainstream program."* 
Ensher, Blatt, and Winschel reported the most persistent problems 
accompanying the integration effort in the Head Start Programs centered 
on the most severely impaired. Clinical observation suggested that 
seriously handicapped children were often the victims of an emotional 
distancing or psychological separateness even when physical proximity 
with other children was maintained. 
Teachers in one-third of the programs indicated that non-handicapped 
children and staff both failed to accept the severely impaired child, 
^J. E. Brophy and T. L. Good, "Teachers' Communications of Differen¬ 
tial Expectations for Children's Class Performance," Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 55:8 (April 1970), pp. 365-374. 
2 
G. 0. Johnson, "A Study of the Social Position of Mentally Handicapped 
Children in the Regular Grades," American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 
61:3 (July 1950), pp. 60-89. 
3H. Goodman, Jr., J. Gottlieb and R. Harmon, "Social Acceptance of 
E.M.R.'s Integrated Into a Non-graded Elementary School," American Journal 
of Mental Deficiency, 76:5 (January 1974), pp. 412-415. 
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although only three programs acknowledge the exclusion of children once 
admitted. Even typically confident teachers questioned their ability 
to serve the severely handicapped, and such doubts contributed to the in¬ 
stances of physical or attitudinal separation.^ 
Vacc reported that emotionally disturbed children in the regular 
classes were less accepted than the normal. The mean acceptance score 
of the emotionally disturbed group was significantly less than the mean 
2 
acceptance score of the normal group. 
Payne and Murray administered a questionnaire to assess principals' 
willingness to integrate handicapped children into their regular pro¬ 
grams, and the categories of handicapped children they would be willing 
to include, as well as those they would not wish to include in an in¬ 
tegrative situation within their school. They found the "elementary 
principals are more reluctant to integrate handicapped children into the 
regular school programs than their suburban counterparts."^ 
Reynolds and Birch reported the attitudes of teachers' associations 
and teachers' unions regarding mainstreaming. They reported that "some 
teacher organizations have requested (1) a moratorium on mainstreaming 
and a return to programs on self-contained special classes or 
■^Gail L. Ensher, Burton Blatt, and James F. Winschel, "Head Start 
for the Handicapped: Congressional Mandate Audit," Exceptional Children, 
43:4 (January 1977), pp. 202-209. 
^Nicholas A. Vacc, "A Study of Emotionally Disturbed Children in 
Regular and Special Classes," Exceptional Children, 35:3 (November 1968), 
pp. 197-204. 
■^Reed Payne and Charles Murray, "Principals' Attitudes Tow<: . In¬ 
tegration of the Handicapped," Exceptional Children, 41:2 (October 1974), 
pp. 123-125. 
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(2) a reduction in the size of the class by five children for every 
handicapped child assigned to the regular classes."^ 
McGettigan and associates studied the sociometric status in 
elementary school regular classes of 40 former special class educable 
mentally retarded children who participated in an integrative resource 
room program. They found that the educable children were no better 
accepted in regular classes than educable children in a previous study 
for whom such supported resource room services had not been available. 
However, considerable overlap in sociometric acceptance and rejections 
was found between the educable children and other pupils in the regular 
o 
classes. 
Acceptance and Non-acceptance of Students' Handicaps 
Shotel, lano, and McGettigan conducted an investigation to find out 
which groups of students are more or less favored by regular classroom 
teachers. They found that teachers preferred the learning disabled to the 
3 
emotionally disturbed and felt least favorable towards the educable retarded. 
Wechler, Suarez, and McFadden conducted a survey to determine the 
readiness of school teachers to implement Chapter 766 of the Acts of 1972 
of the Masschusetts' General Laws, which call for the integration of handi- 
^M. C. Reynolds and J. W. Birch, Teaching Exceptional Children in All 
America's Schools. (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 
1977), pp. 104-112. 
2 
James F. McGettigan, Howard B. Heller, and Valaida S. Walker, 
"Sociometric Status of Retarded Children in An Integrative Program," 
Exceptional Children, 40:4 (August 1972), pp. 267-269. 
3j. R. Shotel, R. P. Iano and J. F. McGettigan, "Teachers' Attitudes 
Associated with the Integration of Handicapped Children," Exceptional 
Children, 38:2 (May 1972), pp. 677-681. 
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capped children into the regular classroom. Questionnaires were used to 
elicit teachers' attitudes toward the education and emotional adjustment 
of physically handicapped children. The teachers were asked to indicate 
how they felt other classmates would behave toward the physically handi¬ 
capped child; how difficult the child's adjustment would be; how willing 
the teacher would be to have a physically handicapped child enrolled in his 
or her class and whether or not it would be a problem for the teacher; 
and the type of educational situation that would be best for the handi¬ 
capped child. Results indicated that teachers viewed children with 
asthma or heart conditions, and children requiring crutches and braces, 
as more easily integrated into the regular classroom than childreii with 
visual and hearing problems, or children with histories of convulsions 
and seizures. Of all teachers, those of previous experience teaching 
physically handicapped children were the most optimistic about the inte¬ 
gration of physically handicapped children into the regular classroom.^ 
A recent study by Warren, Turner and Brophy indicated that education 
students tend to prefer to work with the academically talented and the 
anti-social students, they preferred.not to work with the mentally re- 
2 
tarded and the brain-injured. 
Kyaraceus in an effort to measure the degree of acceptability of 
deviate children among professional workers, asked eighty-four graduate 
students to give their opinions and attitudes toward eight catégorisa of 
"^Henry Wechler, Amorita C. Suarez and Mary McFadden, "Teachers' 
Attitudes Toward the Education of Physically Handicapped Children: 
Implications for the Implementation of Massachusetts' Chapter 766," 
Journal of Education, 157:1 (February 1975), pp. 17-24. 
^S. A. Warren, D. R. Turner and J. Brophy,"Attitudes of Professionals 
and Students Toward Exceptional Children," Training School Bulletin, 62:3 
(October 1969), pp. 136-140. 
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deviates. He found that they chose to work with the deliquent least, 
with mentally retarded running a poor second.3 
A Linkage Between Labels Assigned to Handicapped Students 
and the Attitudes and Actions of Others 
Researchers have documented to a considerable degree that there is 
a linkage between labels assigned to handicapped students and the atti¬ 
tudes and actions of others. Abeson, Bolick and Hass found that labels 
have deeply contributed to much of the negative attitudes, expectations 
and stereotyped behaviors of teachers. They concluded that "labeling in 
and of itself even when done carefully and with good intent, may produce 
negative effects on children. There can be no justification for unneces- 
2 
sarily submitting children to such effects." 
According to Abeson, Bolick and Hass, there are three major problems 
associated with the labeling practices: (1) labeled children often become 
victimized by stigma associated with a label. This may be manifested by 
isolation from visual school opportunities and taunting and rejection by 
both children and school personnel, (2) assigning a label to a child often 
suggests to those working with him that the child's behavior should con¬ 
form to the stereotyped behavior and expectations associated with a 
label, (3) children who are labeled and placed on the basis of that label 
may often not need special education programs.3 
^William Kyaraceus, "Acceptance—Rejection and Exceptionality," 
Exceptional Children, 222:8 (May 1956), pp. 328-331. 
2 
Alan Abeson, Nancy Bolick and Jayne Hass, "Due Process of Law: 
Background and Intent," Public Policy and the Education of Exceptional 
Children, (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 
1977), pp. 25-26. 
3Ibid. 
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Gillung and Rucker suggested that "labels carry negative connota¬ 
tions that result in lower teacher expectation for both regular and 
special education teachers." They found that teachers apparently per¬ 
ceive a child described with a label as having more severe academic or 
behavioral problems and requiring more intensive special Services than 
the same child described without a label.^ 
Bartel and Guskin supported the thesis that the process of identi¬ 
fying and so labeling individuals not only creates a handicap, but also 
2 
excerbates the condition as people so marked are treated differently. 
Weintraub and Abeson stated "labels are often used to justify 
isolation and discrimination against children. Due process will con¬ 
tribute substantially to prevention of incorrect labeling, which is 
often followed by inappropriate education placement. 
Salvia, Clark and Ysseldke conducted an investigation to assess 
whether or not teacher trainees would retain stereotypes of exceptionality 
when faced with a normal child who was improperly labeled. Using a 
laboratory technique, they demonstrated that subjects did hold stereo¬ 
typed expectancies of children labeled "gifted" and "retarded" and that 
these expectancies were retained in the face of conflicting evidence. It 
^Tom B. Gillung and Chauncey N. Rucker, "Labels and Teacher Expecta¬ 
tions," Exceptional Children, 43:7 (April 1977), pp. 20-29. 
^N. R. Bartel and S. L. Guskin, "Handicap as a Social Phenomenon," 
In William M. Cruickshank (ed.) Psychology of Exceptional Children and 
Youth 3rd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1971), pp. 246- 
254. 
3 
Frederick J. Weintraub and Alan Abeson, "New Education Policies for 
the Handicapped: The Quiet Revolution," Public Policy and the Education of 
Exceptional Children, (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 
Children, 1977), pp. 8-9. 
28 
was further noted that a complex series of parameters must influence 
the bias effect since results were not consistent across labeling con¬ 
ditions, children labeled, or type of teacher training.'*' 
Smith and Greenberg studied the attitudes of teachers and the label¬ 
ing process. They found that teachers tended to accept a diagnosis of 
mental retardation in hypothetical cases if the child was from a low- 
2 
income family. 
Gottlieb and Siperstein studied the effects of the specificity of 
the attitudes referent on female adults' expressed attitudes. Specifically, 
attitudes toward "mentally retarded person" referent were compared with 
attitudes toward mentally retarded referents who were described in terms 
of their severity of retardation and chronological age. 
Results indicated that "expressed attitudes toward non-descript 
mentally retarded person referent were generally intermediate in favor- 
3 
ability between mildly and severely retarded referents." 
Attitudes of Peers Toward Handicapped Children 
Acceptance Attitudes 
Gottlieb and Baker analyzed the social acceptance of 291 educable 
mentally retarded children in relation to the amount of time spent in 
■*-J. Salvia G. Clark and J. Ysseldke, "Teacher Retention of Stereotypes 
of Exceptionality," Exceptional Children, 40:1 (July 1973), pp. 651-652. 
2l. Smith and S. Greenberg, "Teacher Attitudes and the Labeling 
Process," Exceptional Children, 41:8 (February 1975), pp. 319-324. 
^Jay Gottlieb and Gary N. Siperstein, "Attitudes Toward Mentally Re¬ 
tarded Persons: Effects of Attitude Referent Specificity," American 
Journal of Mental Deficiency, 80:4 (January 1976), pp. 376-381. 
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the regular grades. Seven thousand non-handicapped children in grades 
three, four and five furnished the sociometric data. Gottlieb and Baker 
found that "when handicapped children spent 25 percent of their time in 
the regular grades, they were more socially accepted by their peers than 
when they spent 75 percent or more of their time in the regular grades.""^ 
Kennedy and Bruininks examined the peer status and self-perceived 
status of 15 first and second grade hearing impaired children in regular 
classes who had attended both a public school infant/preschool program 
and regular neighborhood nursery schools before integration. Results 
obtained from three sociometric tests indicated that "the hearing im¬ 
paired children received a higher degree of social acceptance from normal 
peers than reported in previous studies. They were also as perceptive 
2 
as normal peers in estimating their own relative status in the classroom." 
Ziegler and Hambleton reported that two classes of young trainable 
mentally retarded (TMR) children were moved from a school for the re¬ 
tarded to a regular public school where they interacted with the school 
population daily, mainly in non-acadeinic (non-classroom) situations. Their 
behavior at two points during the year was compared to that of a matched 
group of TMR children in a school for the retarded. 
Interactions involving only retarded children observed at both schools 
were also predominantly positive in character, but included more provoked 
agression and much less teaching, intervening and comforting/helping than 
■*'Jay Gottlieb and J. Baker, "Socio-Emotional Characteristics of 
Mainstreamed Children." Report at CEC, Exceptional Children, 37 (May 1975), 
pp. 113-114. 
2 
P. Kennedy and R. H. Bruininks, "Social Status of Hearing Impaired 
Children in Regular Classrooms," Exceptional Children, 40:6 (February 
1974), pp. 336-342. 
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interactions involving non-retarded children. It is important to note 
that retarded children not only play and converse together, but also 
that retarded help, intervene and comfort, although apparently less 
frequently and less effectively than non-retarded children in comparable 
situations. 
As well as studying the interactions of retarded and non-retarded 
students on the playground, independent measures were used to assess how 
well known the retarded students were as individuals to the non-retarded 
children. Results showed that the placement of the special classes in 
regular schools were extremely effective in promoting interaction be¬ 
tween the retarded and non-retarded students, and thus in providing a 
more normal environment for the retarded children.^" 
Non-acceptance Attitudes 
Martin reported "that he had received a letter from a young girl, a 
seventh or eighth grader, asking if we could help find a special school 
for a retarded girl in her class." The letter went on to express her 
grievances "that the retarded girl was given too much of the teacher's 
time and that she received good grades for the work that others would 
have received poorer grades for." In all, the writer felt this retarded 
O 
youngster should be put somewhere else, a suitable place. 
In three significant studies, e.g., Bryan and associates, found 
specifically L.D. children tend to be ignored by peers, rejected by 
"^Suzanne Ziegler and Donald Hambleton, Exceptional Children, 42:8 
(May 1976), pp. 184-185. 
2 
Edwin Martin, "Some thoughts on Mainstreaming," Exceptional 
Children, 41:3 (November 1974), pp. 68-71. 
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1 2 peers or they are subject to derogatory comments from their peers. 
Additionally, the L.D. child’s own verbal behavior is often char- 
acterized by sarcastic/negative comments. 
Chapman, Larsen and Parker reported that low achieving L.D, 
students tend to receive less, more warnings and are subject to more 
4 
criticisms from the teacher than normal peers. 
An investigation of the expressed attitudes of normal adolescents 
who had social contact with EMR adolescents compared to normal adolescents 
who did not have social contact with EMR pupils in special subject 
classes was conducted by Struach employing the Semantic Differential 
Technique. Strauch was unable to find a significant relationship be¬ 
tween attitudes and social contact. In addition, the scores assigned by 
both groups of students reflected a negative attitude toward EMR pupils. 
Being aware of special education classes and participating with EMR pupils 
did not appear to promote positive attitudes on the part of normal peers. 
■^T. H. Bryan, "Peer Popularity of Learning Disabled Children," 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 7:10 (November 1974), pp. 621-626. 
^J. H. Bryan and T. Bryan, "The Social-Emotional Side of Learning 
Disabilities," Behavior Disorders, 2:3 (March 1977), pp. 141-145. 
^T. H. Bryan and R. A. Wheeler, "Teachers’ Behaviors in Classes for 
Severely Retarded-Multiply Trainable Mentally Retarded, Learning Disabled 
and Normal Children," Mental Retardation, 14:4 (September 1976), pp. 41- 
45. 
^R. Chapman, S. Larsen and R. Parker, "Teacher-Child Interactions 
of Learning Disordered Students in Regular Classrooms," Journal of 
Special Education, 12:3 (Fall 1978), pp. 250-252. 
-*J. D. Strauch, "Social Contacts As a Variable in the Expressed 
Attitudes of Adolescents Toward EMR Pupils," Exceptional Children, 37 
(1970), pp. 495-500. 
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Goodman, Gottlieb and Harrison investigating the social acceptance 
of EMR children integrated into a nongraded elementary school, noted 
that both integrated and segregated EMR are rejected significantly more 
often than non-EMR children and that integrated children are rejected 
significantly more often than segregated EMR children. The failure of 
integrated EMR children to adhere to the behavioral standards of non- 
EMR children may result in their social rejection.'*' Gottlieb and Budoff 
also obtained sociometric data indicating that integrated EMR children 
were rejected more than segregated EMR children by their normal peers.2 
Attitudes of Parents Toward Their Handicapped Children 
Acceptance Attitudes 
Parents' attitudes, shaped by society's attitudes, and services 
available to handicapped children, have undergone much change through 
the years. One cannot assume that parents of the 1950's are the same 
as parents today. Much has transpired to make parents' lot easier. 
Services and options for handicapped children by local, state, and 
federal governments have been greatly expanded. Society has become 
more accepting of disability. As a result, parents have become more 
assertive in asking for the help they need. 
Parental attitudes, in general toward their handicapped children 
have been studied by professionals over the years, however, little is 
actually known about parents' attitudes toward mainstreaming. 
'*'H. Goodman, J. Gottlieb and R. H. Harrison, "Social Acceptance of 
EMR's Integrated Into a Non-graded Elementary School," American Journal 
of Mental Deficiency, 16:5 (January 1974), pp. 412-415. 
2j. Gottlieb and M. Budoff, "Social Acceptability of Retarded Children 
in a Non-graded Differing in Architecture," American Journal of Mental 
Deficiency, 78:4 (March 1973), pp. 15-19. 
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Greenbaum and Markel conducted a small scale study in Washtenaw 
County one month before the Mandatory Act went into effect in October, 
1973. The study asked families of handicapped children the following 
questions: "Do you prefer that your child be in (1) a regular class 
full time with supportive help, (2) a special class full time, (3) a 
special school full time or (4) part of the day in a regular class, 
part in a special class?" According to the results, 13 parents chose 
the first alternative and 11 chose the fourth; in other words 24 out 
of 35 families chose mainstreaming as the educational alternative for 
their child for at least part of the day, regardless of the nature or 
severity of the child's disability. Greenbaum and Markel concluded that 
the parents in their study were certainly not representative of all 
parents of handicapped children and there were several biases in this 
sample of 35 families. On the other hand, these parents may well be 
representative of the active parents who work to modify or expand ser¬ 
vices and whose voice is the one that is heard by professionals in special 
education and by society in general. In any case, these results indi¬ 
cate the spectrum of possible parental attitudes regarding mainstreaming. 
Parents cited several reasons for choosing mainstreaming as the edu¬ 
cational alternative for their child. (a) Since children would lead 
relative independent lives as adults, they should begin to experience 
mainstream life and to build their self-images accordingly. (b) Although 
the placement might not be permanent at the moment, it seemed the best 
alternative for their child. (c) Most likely, the child would benefit 
from modeling of "normal" children. 
On the other hand, some parents preferred not to have their children 
mainstreamed for more than a small portion of the day. These parents were 
34 
afraid that their children, although relatively well-functioning, would 
be rejected and teased by other children, which would be damaging to 
the child. One parent felt her child had both intellectual and behavioral 
deficits of sufficient magnitude to preclude regular class placement. 
However, this parent felt strongly that special class placement in the 
public school setting, was desirable since he came in contact informally 
with "normal" children and learned a great deal from them, linguistically, 
and behaviorally.* 
Mike was the first acoustically handicapped student to be fully 
integrated at Robin Mickle Junior High. In the spring of 1974, he 
entered the school as a seventh grader, and on June 3, 1977, he graduated. 
Mike's parents gave this reaction to his three years at Robin Mickle Junior 
High: 
When Mike was ready for junior high we were faced with 
making the decision as to whether he should continue in the 
Lincoln Public School System and attend Robin Mickle or 
whether he should go to a school for the deaf, such as 
Nebraska School for the Deaf in Omaha. His three years at 
Robin Mickle are complete, and we can truthfully say that 
we feel the right decision was made in having him attend 
school there. 
Although we were a bit apprehensive at first, our minds 
were soon put at ease by the willingness of the administra¬ 
tion and staff at Mickle to take on this 'special' boy as 
part of their regular student body. During these years, 
the lines of communication between school and home have 
been kept open, and therefore most small problems have been 
solved before they could become large ones. 
We have felt free to contact the principal, the 
counselor, or any of the teachers at any time, and this has 
certainly contributed to his success at Mickle. A lot of 
Judith Greenbaum and Geraldine Markel, "Parents Look at Mainstream¬ 
ing," Mainstreaming: Problems, Potentials, and Perspectives, (Minneapolis, 
Minnesota: National Support Systems, 1977), pp. 70-73. 
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the credit for the success is due to the very dependable, 
devoted resource teacher. She has worked with the staff 
so that before Mike ever got to class, teachers under¬ 
stood his problem and knew how best to help him. 
Mike has had to work hard but has been rewarded 
greatly. We feel that Mike has truly been a part of the 
school in every way, which has been rewarding for him. 
Mike has gotten a sound junior high education. 
Living at home and attending Robin Mickle has 
allowed Mike to compete in a hearing world in all phases 
of his life. Although he has a severe hearing loss, he 
is able to participate in oral school functions. He 
has learned to communicate and get along with both 
hearing adults and peers, and his speaking vocabulary 
has been greatly increased by this exposure. Mike has 
been socially accepted by both the boys and girls in 
academic and extracurricular activities.^- 
Non-acceptance Attitudes 
Mrs. Brightman reported that her 6 year old daughter, Cynthia who 
has cerebral palsy has been mainstreamed into a regular public school 
first grade. For two years, Cynthia was in a very special preschool 
program with other C.P. kids. 
Mrs. Brightman believed Cynthia had not learned anything during her 
first three months in public school. She felt this reflected a lack of 
interest and preparation on the part of both the teacher and the principal. 
Both parents have always thought that Cynthia would be better off in a 
school especially designed for her physical abilities and educational 
problems. 
Mr. Brightman had been reluctant to have Cynthia enter public school 
at all. He felt that the public schools were not equipped to deal with a 
child with cerebral palsy. He was also worried that Cynthia’s presence 
in the elementary school would cause problems for her older sister, Judy. 
•*-Vicki Woodburn.and Marge Schuster, "Mike Was Our First Deaf Student," 
Today's Education, 67:2 (April-May 1978), pp. 76-78. 
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Mr. Brightman reported "I have some sympathy with the teacher's problem. 
You see, I have never found it easy to be with Cynthia. I know 1 
shouldn't be, but I'm upset with the way she eats and spills food and 
by her walk and by the way she looks. There were years when I would come 
home late enough so that I wouldn't have to eat with her.""'' 
l"The School Year Has been A Total Disater," (Case History), The 
Exceptional Parent, 7:4 (August 1977), pp. 80-83. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD OF RESEARCH 
Introductory Statement 
This chapter describes the methodology and research procedures 
employed in this study. The purpose was to investigate regular educa¬ 
tion teachers' attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students 
into the regular education program. 
Method of Research 
The method of research used in this study was the descriptive survey 
method utilizing descriptive statistical techniques to analyze the data. 
Research Procedure 
The research procedure employed in this study was as follows: 
1. Securing the permission of the Griffin-Spalding County 
School Authority. 
2. Soliciting the cooperation of the principal and teachers 
of Spalding Jr. High School, Number Two. 
3. Identifying those teachers who met the criterion selection. 
4. Administering the Regular Teachers' Attitude Scale to 
participants. 
5. Collecting copies of the Regular Teachers' Attitude Scale 
from participants immediately upon completion. 
6. Utilizing statistical techniques for the analysis of data. 




Description of Subjects 
The subjects used in this study consisted of thirty teachers. 
They taught at Spalding Junior High School, Number Two, in Griffin, 
Georgia. They consisted of nineteen females and eleven males. Their 
chronological ages ranged from 23 to 58. Their socioeconomic status 
would probably be categorized as "middle-class" for their community. 
Eleven had earned the Master's degree and nineteen had earned the 
Bachelor's degree. All had received experience in working with handi¬ 
capped students in their regular classroom activities. Their years of 
teaching experience ranged from 3 to 15 years. Their level of certifi¬ 
cation ranged from T-4 to T-5. Only three had no formal course work 
dealing with exceptional children. Four had four courses in this area. 
Thus, the range in the number of courses was 0-4. 
Description of Instrument 
The writer found no appropriate instrument that could be used to 
assess the attitudes of the regular education teachers at Spalding Junior 
High School, Number Two. The writer developed a specific instrument to 
be used to acquire the data needed for this study. This instrument was 
labeled the Regular Teachers' Attitude Scale. The instrument consisted 
of twenty statements related to this specific integrative process. A 
modified version of the Likert techniques was used to develop the response 
pattern. Respondents could indicate whether they agreed, were undecided 
or disagreed with each statement. The weighted value assigned to each 
response was one for agree, two for undecided, and three for disagree. 
Of the twenty statements, ten were unfavorable and ten were favorable toward 
this integrative process. Teachers' attitudes were sought on the follow- 
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ing issues: 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students’ handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students in 
regular classes, had on the academic progress of non¬ 
handicapped students 
Obviously, coefficients of reliability and validity cannot be re¬ 
ported because they do not exist for this instrument. However, appro¬ 
priate efforts were made to assess the instrument’s ability to provide 
information needed to complete this study. 
CHAPTER XV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introductory Statement 
This research study was designed to investigate the relationship 
between the attitudes of regular education teachers toward the inter-, 
gration of handicapped students into the activities of their regular 
classrooms. 
Subjects 
A group of thirty teachers volunteered to participate in this study. 
These subjects had received formal training in working with exceptional 
children. They also had handicapped students integrated into their 
regular classroom activities. 
Results of the Study 
In determining the relationship between the attitudes of regular 
education teachers toward the integration of handicapped students into 
the regular education program, an attempt was made to identify their 
attitudes toward: 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students' handicapped 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 




Moreover, the following hypotheses were tested: 
1. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes towards Goals one and two. 
2. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and three. 
3. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers’ attitudes toward Goals one and four. 
A. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and three. 
5. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four. 
6. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals three and four. 
Evaluation of Instrument 
The twenty items on the attitude scale were grouped under the follow¬ 
ing four Goals of Research: 
1. P.L. 9A-1A2 of the integrative program 
(Items - 1,3,9,10,20) 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
(Items - 2,A,6,7,8,11,1A,15) 
3. students' handicapped 
(Items - 17,18,19) 
A. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 
classes, had on the academic progress of non-handicapped 
students 
(Items - 12,13,15,16) 
The twenty items were grouped under the four goals of research and a 
preliminary examination was made to determine whether they relate to one 
another in such a way that a subject who agreed with a particular goal 
also agreed with items relating to that particular goal. For example, 
Goal one, P.L. 9A-1A2 of the integrative program, the scale reflects 
subjects' attitudes toward this goal in such a way that subjects who 
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agreed with Goal one, or items relating to it, had higher attitudinal 
scores on the total scale than subjects who disagreed with that goal. 
The attitudinal scores for each goal varied because of the difference 
in the number of items that had been assigned to each goal. A high 
attitudinal score on the goals indicated that a teacher had a positive 
attitude. A lower attitudinal score indicated that a teacher had a 
negative attitude. 
This assessment was made as follows: First, an item analysis was 
carried out to select items that yielded the best attitude discrimina¬ 
tions. This preliminary examination showed that items assigned to each 
goal discriminated sufficiently between attitudes to warrant usuage of 
this instrument for this study. 
A correlational analysis was undertaken to investigate the rela¬ 
tionship between the four goals. The purpose of this analysis was to 
determine if a statistically significant correlation existed between the 
four goals. This analysis produced two statistically significant correla¬ 
tion coefficients of .573 between Goals two and four, and .628 between 
Goals three and four, respectively, indicating significance at .01 level 
of confidence. The res its indicated the instrument was sensitive to 
attitudes of regular education teachers toward the integration of handi¬ 
capped students into the regular education program. 
Evaluation of the Goals of Research 
In testing the goals of this study, appropriate statistical techniques 
were employed in the analysis of the data pertinent to each goal. The 
following statistical tables are presented as follows: Table 1 - Subjects' 
Demographic Information, Table 2 - Subjects' Performance On Goals, 
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Table 3 - An Analysis of Subjects' Scores on Goals, Table 4 - Pearson 
Product-Moment Coefficients of Correlation Between Goals, and Table 5 - 
Statistical Analysis of Data. 
A Pearson Product-Moment Coefficient revealed statistically signfi- 
cant relationships between the attitudes of the teachers toward Goals 
two and four, and Goals three and four. 
Further results support the goals of the research. Goal one, P.L. 
94-142 of the integrative program: Twenty-two out of thirty teachers 
had scores above ten, the mean score established for this goal. A mean 
of 11.333 for the group indicated that teachers recognized this law as 
requiring integration of handicapped students into the regular classroom 
to the extent possible, and higher scores reflected a positive attitude 
toward this goal. Goal two, placement of handicapped students in regular 
classes: Twenty-one out of thirty teachers had scores above sixteen, the 
mean score established for this goal. A mean of 17.6333 for the group 
indicated that teachers favored the placement of handicapped students in 
regular classes and higher scores reflected a positive attitude toward 
this goal. Goal three, teachers' attitudes toward students’ handicaps. 
Twenty-five out of thirty teachers had scores above six, the mean score 
established for this goal. A mean of 7.500 for the group indicated that 
the teachers did not have a preference of one handicapping condition over 
another and higher scores reflected a more positive attitude toward this 
goal. Goal four, teachers' attitudes toward the effects, integration of 
handicapped students, in regular classes, had on the academic progress of 
non-handicapped students: Twenty-seven out of thirty teachers had scores 
above eight, the mean score established for this goal. A mean of 8.667 
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for the group indicated that teachers did not feel that integration of 
handicapped students, in regular classes, had any effect on the academic 
progress of non-handicapped students. Overall, the results revealed that 
teachers at Spalding Junior High School, Number Two, had more positive 
attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students into the regular 
education program. 
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Table 1, contains demographic information about participants in 
this study. 
TABLE 1 
SUBJECTS’ DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 




No. of Excep. 
children courses 
1 28 F X 1 
2 23 M X 1 
3 28 M X 0 
4 23 F X 4 
5 33 F X 2 
6 25 M X 1 
7 24 M X 1 
8 58 M X 2 
9 32 F X 4 
10 23 F X 1 
11 26 F X 2 
12 48 F X 0 
13 35 M X 2 
14 28 F X 1 
15 28 F X 3 
16 35 M X 3 
17 58 F X 1 
18 42 F X 3 
19 26 M X 2 
20 41 M X 1 
21 50 M X 1 
22 23 F X 1 
23 40 F X 4 
24 24 F X 1 
25 34 F X 1 
26 30 M • X 1 
27 38 F X 3 
28 32 F X 1 
29 47 F X 0 
30 23 F X 4 
The data, in Table 1, show the chronological ages ranged from 23-58. 
Eleven participants were males and 19 were females. Nineteen had the 
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Bachelor's degree and 11 had the Master's degree. The Number of Excep¬ 
tional Children Courses taken ranged from 0-4. 
Table 2, contains participants' scores on the four Goals. 
TABLE 2 
SUBJECTS' PERFORMANCE ON GOALS 
Subjects 1 
Goals 
2 3 4 
1 8 18 9 8 
2 15 12 9 8 
3 9 17 8 11 
4 14 16 7 8 
5 11 22 8 8 
6 11 17 9 10 
7 8 18 5 9 
8 11 18 9 7 
9 11 19 7 9 
10 9 16 8 8 
11 7 17 8 10 
12 12 18 7 8 
13 13 14 7 5 
14 13 17 8 9 
15 10 18 6 8 
16 11 20 7 10 
17 10 15 9 9 
18 12 16 6 8 
19 12 16 8 10 
20 13 18 7 8 
21 14 16 7 8 
22 13 23 9 9 
23 11 19 7 11 
24 12 19 7 10 
25 13 19 5 11 
26 12 21 9 9 
27 12 16 8 8 
28 8 19 9 8 
29 12 18 7 8 
30 13 17 5 8 
The scores ranged from 7-14 for Goal one, 12-23 for Goal two, 5-9 
for Goal three, and 5-11 for Goal four. The most consistant performance 
was on Goal three. 
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Table 3, contains information about subjects' Goal scores. 
TABLE 3 














1 5 15 10 11.333 
2 8 24 16 17.633 
3 3 9 6 7.500 
4 4 12 8 8.667 
The data, in Table 3, show the highest levels of performance were 
made on Goals two and one, respectively. The means , for these two levels 
were 17.633 and 11.333, respectively. 
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Table 4, contains the Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients of 
correlation between the four goals. 
TABLE 4 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN GOALS 
Goals Comparisons Correlation 
Coefficients 
1 and 2 -.189 
1 and 3 -.101 
1 and 4 .051 
2 and 3 .062 
2 and 4 .573** 
3 and 4 .628** 
**Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
The data, in Table 4, reveal some interesting results. First, 
there were conflicts between Goals one and two, and Goals one and 
three. However, the relationship between these goals was insignificant. 
Second, there were statistical significant relationships between Goals 
two and four, and Goals three and four. The coefficients were .573 and 
.628, respectively. These coefficients were significant at the .01 level 
of confedence. This also means that Goals two and four, and Goals three 
and four complimented each other. 
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Table 5, contains the statistical analysis of data. 
TABLE 5 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Statistics 
Unit N M S.D. $ m 
Goal 1 30 11.333 1.988 .389 
Goal 2 30 17.633 2.236 .415 
Goal 3 30 7.500 1.253 .233 
Goal 4 30 8.667 1.322 .245 
The means for Goals one and two were much greater than any of the 
others. The mean for Goal three was the lowest. 
TABLE 5—Continued 
Statistics 
Comparisons Diff. ^dm t 
Goal 1 vs. Goal 2 6.3 .921 6.840** 
Goal 1 vs. Goal 3 3,833 .436 8.791** 
Goal 1 vs. Goal 4 2.666 .443 6.018** 
Goal 2 vs. Goal 3 10.133 .475 21.333** 
Goal 2 vs. Goal 4 8.966 .482 18.602** 
Goal 3 vs. Goal 4 1.167 .338 3.453 
**Signifleant beyond the .01 level of confidence 
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There were statistically significant differences between all means 
compared. 
The t-ratios presented in Table 5 were statistically significant. 
However, these results are presented for descriptive purposes. There 
was no initial equating of these groups. Thus, these results have no 
real statistical meanings. 
TABLE 5—Continued 
Goals Correlation Coefficients 
Goals 1 and 2 -.189 
Goals 1 and 3 -.101 
Goals 1 and 4 .051 
Goals 2 and 3 .062 
Goals 2 and 4 .573** 
Goals 3 and 4 .628** 
**Significant beyond the .01 level of confidence 
The correlations were significant between Goals two and four, and 
Goals three and four. These correlation coefficients were .573 and .628, 
respectively. 
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It was difficult to isolate one factor that might account for the 
significant relationships between Goals two and four, and Goals three and 
four, or the insignificant relationships for Goal one, when correlated 
with Goals three and four, and Goal two, when correlated with Goal three, 
but the data analysis provided some interesting clues. First, an in¬ 
significant relationship for Goal one. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative 
program, could simply have been the result of the teachers' lack of knowl¬ 
edge concerning this law; although, the instrument provided some indica¬ 
tion of what this law entails. There were no exact measures to test 
whether the teachers had a clear understanding of this law. Second, the 
difference may have been the result of the position held by many regular 
educators, that this law was forced upon them and they were simply opposed 
to it. Third, since this law has mandated education of handicapped stu¬ 
dents in regular classes, it may be safe to say that regular educators felt 
that they did not have a choice and this attitude may have accounted for the 
inconsistencies of responses between the goals. 
To briefly summarize, the goals.of research and their intended effects 
in identifying the teachers' attitudes toward the integration of handicapped 
students into the regular education program, Goal one, reflected the teach¬ 
ers' attitudes toward P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program, Goal two 
reflected the teachers' attitudes toward placement of handicapped students 
in regular classes, Goal three reflected the teachers' attitudes toward 
students' handicaps, and Goals four reflected the teachers' attitudes 
toward the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular classes, 
had on the academic progress of non-handicapped students. 
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One might assume that if integration is to be successful, school 
administrators should seriously concern themselves with providing 
teachers and staff members with some knowledge of P.L. 94-142 and the 
legal ramification involved. Adequate knowledge concerning this law, 
however, may result in the formulation of positive attitudes and adequate 
procedures for implementation. The data revealed that inconsistencies 
existed in the teachers' responses to the goals, however, the data did 
not provide an exact measure to determine why there were inconsistencies 
in the teachers' responses to the goals when they were highly related. 
The question is raised: Was it the law itself, or the implementation, or 
both? It is hoped that future research may be directed toward answering 
this question. 
Summary and Findings 
The analysis of the data produced the following: 
1. All of the means differed significantly; however, the 
goals were not equated initially. 
2. That statistically significant correlations were found 
between Goals two and four, and Goals three and four. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
This study was designed to determine the relationship between the 
attitudes of regular education teachers toward the integration of handi¬ 
capped students into the regular education program. To accomplish this, 
teachers' attitudes were sought on the following issues: 
1. P.L. 94-142 of the integrative program 
2. placement of handicapped students in regular classes 
3. students' handicaps 
4. the effects integration of handicapped students, in regular 
classes, had on the academic progress of non-handicapped 
students 
The following hypotheses were tested: 
1. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and two. 
2. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and three. 
3. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes towards Goals one and four. 
4. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes towards Goals two and three. 
5. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four. 
6. there is no statistically significant correlation between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals three and four. 
The data for this study were the responses of subjects on the 
Regular Teachers' Attitude Scale. This instrument was designed to elicit 
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the subjects' attitudes toward the integration of handicapped students 
into the regular education program. 
The subjects of this study included thirty regular education teachers 
at Spalding Junior High, Number Two, in Griffin, Georgia. They consisted 
of nineteen females and eleven males. These subjects included only those 
teachers who volunteered to participate in the study, and had received 
experience in working with handicapped students in their regular class¬ 
room activities. 
The data were statistically treated using a Pearson Product-Moment 
Coefficient to test the null hypotheses. 
Conclusions 
From the data collected for this study, and the statistical treatment 
of this data, the conclusions which have been drawn are listed below. 
1. There was no statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes toward Goals one and two. 
2. There was no statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes towards Goals one and three. 
3. There was no statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes towards Goals one and four. 
4. There was no statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and three. 
5. There was a statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four. 
6. There was a statistically significant correlation found 
between the teachers' attitudes toward Goals three and four. 
Implications 
The implications, which may be drawn from the data provided by this 
study, are listed on the following page. 
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1. There may be a need to provide regular educators with 
adequate knowledge concerning P.L. 94-142, its legal 
ramifications, and implications. 
2. Although there seemed to be more positive attitudes 
toward the integrative process, the fact that there 
were some negative attitudes may warrant a need for 
our educational system to provide all educators the 
opportunity to learn more about handicapped students 
and their needs. 
3. Since the formation of attitudes begins early in life, 
experiences should be provided to help non-handicapped 
students to develop a realistic perception of their 
handicapped peers and to recognize that a handicap 
may be viewed as another phase of individual differences. 
Recommendations 
The implications made from the conclusions in this study seem to 
warrant the recommendations listed below. 
1. Further research could be conducted to provide information 
which may be useful in providing teachers with adequate 
knowledge concerning P.L. 94-142, its legal ramifications, 
and implementation. 
2. Further research could be conducted to provide teachers 
with information concerning handicapped students and 
their special needs. 
3. Further research may be conducted to determine why there 
existed statistically significant correlations between 
the teachers' attitudes toward Goals two and four, and 
Goals three and four, respectively, and not for the other 




REGULAR TEACHERS' ATTITUDE SCALE 
Public Law 94-142, refers to integrating special needs students 
with regular students "to the maximum extent appropriate." 
Listed below are twenty statements relating to special needs students. 
Please respond to each item as it relates to your own personal feeling 
by circling the appropriate scale response. 
1. Public Law 94-142 ensures that 
students with special needs will 
participate with non-handicapped 
students in academic and non- 
academic areas, to the extent 
appropriate to their needs. 
2. Students with special needs 
could best be served by in¬ 
struction in a special class¬ 
room setting. 
3. Parents of students with special 
needs are in favor of integra¬ 
tion of their children into the 
regular classroom. 
4. Resource room teachers have 
significant training to teach 
students with special needs. 
5. Most teachers would be willing 
to revise or adapt their curriculum 
or instruction for students with 
special needs. 
6. Contact with students having 
special needs will be harmful 
to other class members. 
7. Regular classroom teachers have 
sufficient training to teach 
students with special needs. 
Integration of special needs 
students will require significant 
changes in regular classroom 
procedures. 








8. 1 2 3 
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9. There is strong research evidence 
to suggest that students with 
special needs who are integrated 
into the regular classroom perform 
better than non-integrated students. 
10. Students with special needs should 
not be integrated into the regular 
education program. 
11. The only objection regular class¬ 
room teachers have to integrat¬ 
ing special needs students is the 
added responsibility for their 
learning progress. 
12. Special needs students in regular 
classes do not impede the pro¬ 
gress of regular students. 
13. Regular education teachers could 
provide more effective instruc¬ 
tion if special needs students 
were not in their classes. 
14. Regular education classes are 
so highly individualized that 
special needs students can be 
successful. 
15. Special needs students take-up 
too much of the regular educa¬ 
tion teacher’s time. 
16. Regular education teachers have 
no serious difficulty in 
teaching special needs students 
along with regular students. 
17. Regular education teachers feel 
that physically handicapped 
students are easily integrated 
into their classes than emotionally 
disturbed students. 
18. Educable mentally retarded stu¬ 
dents are easier to manage 
than trainable mentally re¬ 
tarded students. 












Agree Undecided Disagree 
19. Regular education teachers 12 3 
would prefer the learning 
disabled to the gifted 
students. 
20. If regular teachers had  123 
choice, they would not 
accept special needs 
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